Abstract
where we have added the term 2du dr missing in equation (22) of [1] . G and are functions of (r, θ ) :
with
A claim was made in the first paragraph of page 14 of [1] that 1 metric (1) can be written in the Boyer-Lindquist (BL) coordinates (where the metric coefficients of the mixed terms dtdr and dφdr are zero) and be brought to equation (26) of [1] , with as given in (2), by a 'coordinate transformation' of the form
where g and h are supposed to depend only on r. We show that this is not possible and that all the analysis and conclusions made in [1] , which are based on this claim, are not valid. If we substitute (4) into (1), then the requirement that g tr = 0 and g φ r = 0 leads to Since g depends on θ through ρ 2 , the system of equations (4) does not constitute a coordinate transformation. Thus, equation (26) of [1] , with as given in (2), does not describe the geometry of solution (1) We have derived an expression for the Ricci scalar of the solution using metric (1),
and found it different from that plotted in figures 8 and 9 of [1] . In the limit r → 0 and θ → π/2, we have lim (r,θ)→(0,π/2) R(r, θ) = 0, which is not equal to the limit given in the caption of figure 9 of [1] . A plot of the Ricci scalar (6), as shown in figure 1 , is manifestly different from that of figure 9 of [1] . Similarly, the metric given in equations (50) and (51) of [1] cannot be converted to BL form by transformation (4), since this would require a dependence on θ of both functions h and g. Thus, equation (55) of [1] and the claim made in the paragraph preceding it, as well as any conclusion based on equation (55) of [1] , are not valid. Our conclusion extends most likely to equation (72) of [1] , which has been derived using (4) as a 'coordinate transformation' when h and/or g depend(s) on θ .
